2 It will be recalled that among the salient points in Devreesse's new study are the following: (1) Theodore, long judged the "father of Nestorianism" on the basis of fragments preserved mainly by Leontius of Byzantium and the Acts of the Fifth Council, can now, due to recent discoveries, be judged on the basis of complete texts. (2) Devreesse believes that the study of these newly discovered texts must lead to a reversal of traditional opinion concerning Theodore's Christology. His judgment is that Theodore's authentic Christology is basically sound; that, in effect, he taught the Chalcedonian doctrine of two natures and one person in Christ. (3) It is Devreesse's opinion that the extracts of the writings of Theodore on which his posthumous condemnation was based, when compared with their parallels in the complete texts, show conclusively that the Council of 553 based its decision on evidence that had been deliberately falsified.
view of this widespread interest, it seems worthwhile to consider some of the reactions which Devreesse's new work has aroused, both on the question of Theodore's Christology, and on that of the reliability of the extracts on which the decision of the Fifth Council was based.
i. THEODORE'S CHRISTOLOGY Fr. McKenzie pointed out the fact that Devreesse's opinion as to the fundamental orthodoxy of Theodore's Christology was shared to a large extent by E. Amann. Hence it will not be out of place here to mention some articles which refer specifically to Amann's opinion, but which would undoubtedly apply to that proposed by Devreesse just as well. It will be recalled that this new view of Theodore's Christology is based largely on the work known as the Catechetical Homilies, which was printed for the first time in 1932. 3 Amann proposed the view that the Christology of these homilies was basically sound in an article written in 1934. 4 Naturally the touch-stone of orthodoxy for one suspected of Nestorianism will be his treatment of the "communication of idioms." Amann is satisfied that these homilies, while their terminology is still imperfect, do show "un essai," "une esquisse," of the doctrine of the "communication of idioms." 6 He concludes that, "... given a few slight corrections, these Catecheses could have been pronounced before an audience of Western doctors and bishops, without producing in the listeners anything but great admiration for the piety and the learning of their author." 6 It was soon manifested, however, that Amann's favorable opinion of the Christology of the homilies was not shared by all scholars, for in the following year M. Jugie expressed quite a different view. 7 Referring specifically to Amann's article of the previous year, Jugie remarks: "M. Amann puts less stress than we do on the heterodox character of Theodore's formulas. A conclusion similar to that of Jugie was reached by W. de Vries, who, in discussing the "Nestorianism" of Theodore's sacramental theology, mentioned the sharply divergent views expressed by Amann and Jugie. 10 He says: "In our opinion, the verdict must be given unreservedly to Jugie, and Amann's attempt to clear Theodore of the charge of heresy must be considered a failure."
n Referring specifically to Amann's defense of Theodore's Christology on the basis of an orthodox approach to the "communication of idioms," de Vries states emphatically: "What was later on called the communicatio idiomatum,, was in reality denied by Theodore in its true sense, and admitted only as a manner of speaking.... Theodore can admit no true communicatio idiomatum, because he does not distinguish between person and nature." 12 He goes on to defend the thesis that, while Theodore wished to be orthodox and to remain faithful to the traditional formulas, still his real, inner thought is dominated by a rationalistic tendency which shies away from mystery, and empties traditional formulas of their true content. This rationalism has led him to his fundamental error: the denial of the basic fact of Christianity, namely, that God has in truth become man. And de Vries will show that this basic error has invaded not only Theodore's Christology, but his theology of redemption and of the sacraments as well. Yet throughout there is a conflict between his rationalism and his loyalty to tradition: one will find expressions that seem perfectly orthodox, yet a closer examination of the way in which Theodore evidently understands them reveals a rationalistic sense, minimizing the mystery.
If de Vries' analysis is correct, it would also offer an explanation of the sharply divergent views of Theodore's Christology which we have outlined. Those who are satisfied with his orthodoxy probably tend to interpret the more disquieting passages in the light of his traditional expressions. Those who still see in him the father of Nestorianism will put more stress on these ill-sounding explanations, as coming closer to the personal thought which underlies the apparently orthodox formula.
Since de Vries' article was written, there have appeared the two most thorough treatments of the Mopsuestian which we now possess: the article "Theodore de Mopsueste," by E. Amann in the DTC y n and Devreesse's Essai sur Theodore de Mopsueste. There is no need of my discussing in detail the content of these studies, since Fr. McKenzie has done this amply in his note of last year. Suffice it to say that, while Amann and Devreesse are willing to admit deficiencies, lacunae, and exaggerations in Theodore's Christology, they are convinced of his basic orthodoxy, and would definitively reject the traditional judgment that he was the father of the heresy condemned as Nestorianism.
Having seen the adverse reactions caused by Amann's first presentation of this thesis, we are not surpised to find that not all the reviewers of Devreesse's Essai were convinced by his statement of the case for Theodore's orthodoxy. J. Danielou offers a fairly mild protest: having admitted that Devreesse has perhaps cleared Theodore of the charge of outright heresy, he asks: "But is it true for all that, that Theodore's work does not betray dangerous tendencies?" 14 J. Lebon presents a somewhat more vigorous objection in his review of the Essai. He admits that one should no longer base his judgment on fragments, but on the complete works now available. But after outlining the salient points of Theodore's Christology found in these texts, Lebon asks: "Are not the grounds really there on which theologians have always based their charge against the bishop of Mopsuestia-namely, of dividing Christ and of not proposing him truly as God made man? If one pretends to acquit him of this charge, he will have to show that the correct interpretation of these formulas ^DTC, XV, 1, 235-79. 14 Recherches de science religieuse, XXXVI (1949), 620-22.
does not involve such a division, and one cannot help regretting that Msgr. Devreesse did not believe it necessary to apply himself further in this respect." 15 An even more critical view of Devreesse's thesis is taken by I. Ortiz de Urbina, who reviews the Essai in Orientalia Christiana periodica. 1 * Fr. Ortiz insists that the reason why one does not find the "Nestorianism" traditionally attributed to Theodore in Devreesse's synthesis of this doctrine, is that the Monsignor's study is incomplete, and has not taken into account all the material which is critically certain, and in particular, the fragments cited by Cyril of Alexandria. In Ortiz's opinion, these are enough to warrant a Nestorian interpretation even of the ambiguous expressions which are found in the works treated by Devreesse. Hence he concludes that Devreesse's defense of Theodore's orthodoxy is without sufficient foundation.
It will be remarked that Ortiz de Urbina lays great stress on the fragments cited by St. Cyril, as an authentic and decisive source for a judgment of Theodore's orthodoxy. Several recent studies by Marcel Richard, however, cast serious doubts on the reliability of these fragments.
17 M. Richard does not question the veracity of Cyril, but rather of those who composed an early florilegium of Theodorian texts. It is on such a florilegium, and not on the complete works, that Richard believes Cyril's opinion of the Mopsuestian to have been based. Richard presents evidence to show that the compilers of this early florilegium were the avowed enemies of Theodore at Antioch, who themselves were Apollinarists, and who were not above manipulating texts to suit their own purposes. It is such corrupted texts, Richard claims, which Cyril handed on in his work Contra Diodorum et Theodorum. In view of this serious charge, it is clear that one can no longer presume the certain authenticity of a text of Theodore merely on the basis of its citation by Cyril of Alexandria. It is of course possible that Richard's reconstruction of events may be eventually disproved. But until this is done, the reliability of the extracts cited by Cyril must remain open to some doubt.
In the opinion of the present writer, it is precisely this doubt which has been cast on the reliability of the fragments of Theodore handed on by Cyril of Alexandria and Leontius of Byzantium, which stands in the way of a definitive solution of the problem of Theodore's Christology. It is true that we now possess four complete texts, independent of these fragments. But it is very significant that among these complete texts we have three exegetical commentaries and one collection of catechetical homilies, but none of the strictly theological treatises in which Theodore exposed his complete doctrine on the Incarnation. For these treatises, the De Incarnatione and the Contra Apollinarem y we must rely on extracts. It was indeed a sad loss when a manuscript containing a complete Syriac text of the De Incamatione, discovered in this century, was destroyed by vandals in 1922. The chances are that this manuscript might have solved the question of Theodore's Christology. As matters stand, however, one must either confine himself to the exegetical and catechetical works, or he must attempt a solution to the question of the reliability of the extracts which have come down to us of the strictly theological treatises. The sharp difference seen in the judgments passed on the Catechetical Homilies by Amann and Devreesse on the one hand, and by Jugie and de Vries on the other, is perhaps an indication that a satisfactory and definitive solution has not been found in such works alone.
II. THE CONDEMNED EXTRACTS
Hence we approach the thorny question of the authenticity of the extracts quoted by Cyril and Leontius. Now it seems clear, on the basis of Richard's studies, that all of these collections of extracts used by the enemies of Theodore are not independent of each other, but are based on some early florilegium. A large number of these extracts are preserved in the Acts of the Second Council of Constantinople, and also in the papal document known as the Constitutum Vigilii. From this it will appear that to prove that the extracts used by the council and by Vigilius can be proved falsified, is to cast equal suspicion on all this literature of extracts from which the conciliar capitula were drawn. Now it will be recalled that one of the salient points made by Devreesse in his Essai is precisely this: that in the light of comparisons which can now be made with authentic texts, these conciliar extracts show omission, interpolation, truncation, alteration, in almost every instance. As Fr. McKenzie remarks: this is more than enough to cast doubt on the reliability of the other extracts.
There are, then, several reasons which justify a careful scrutiny of the data upon which Devreesse has founded this judgment on the conciliar extracts. The first is, as we have suggested above, that the reliability of the extracts used by the council will be an important indication as to the trust which one may place in the collections preserved by Leontius and Cyril-collections which present texts from the strictly theological works of Theodore, and hence are vital to a consideration of his Christology. For, a comparison of the conciliar version with parallel texts as quoted in the Greek by Leontius indicates that those who immediately drew up the capitula for Vigilius and the council were faithful to the texts as they found them in the Leontian collection. If there was corruption of Theodore's original words, it apparently was already present in the florilegia. Hence Devreesse's conclusion as to the interpolations and alterations to be found in the condemned extracts, will, by obvious implication, cast serious doubt on the reliability of all the texts handed on by Leontius and Cyril.
The second reason calling for a closer study of Devreesse's conclusion in this matter is that it is vital to his treatment of the condemnation of Theodore by the ecumenical council. For if Theodore was not really guilty as charged, a grave injustice has been done to him, and a serious mistake has been made in a decision of a universal synoda decision to which Pope Vigilius eventually gave his approbation. The explanation offered by Devreesse lies in the contention that the judgment of the council was based on falsified evidence. It will then be important to review his proof of this contention.
The third and most immediate reason for examining the data for Devreesse's conclusions in this matter, is that Fr. Ortiz, after a study of the same evidence, comes to a conclusion which is so different from that reached by the former as to produce something of a shock. In summing up his discussion of the fifty-five extracts used both by Vigilius and the council, Devreesse had stated: "Where we have been able to compare these fragments with the text from which they were detached, and with their authentic parallels, we have found them in each case mutilated, truncated, cut,from their context or diverted from their meaning.. . ,"
18 Yet Ortiz, studying these same fifty-five extracts, concludes that of the twenty-nine texts for which he finds a certain parallel, no less than twenty-two are thereby proved certainly authentic, while in only five cases does he see evidence of unfriendly manipulation. He adds: "This state of affairs in no way authorizes one to say en bloc that these texts are 'false or dubious. ' " 19 Since Fr. Ortiz made this statement in the course of a brief review of Msgr. Devreesse's book, he did not present all the evidence on which he based his judgment. What we propose to do here is to examine the texts concerning which these two scholars have come to so contrasting conclusions, in the hope that thus some further light may be shed on the subject.
First of all, to lessen somewhat the apparently irreconcilable contradiction between the two statements, we should note that Devreesse himself, when discussing the individual texts, seems to allow a textual confirmation of eight of the extracts, although he notes that in several of these cases the lack of context is equivalent to corruption. Secondly, of the twenty-two texts which Ortiz considers proved authentic by comparison with certain parallels, there are nine (26, 28, 29, 44-49) which he seems to have compared with texts found in other antiTheodorian collections, as that of Leontius, of Cyril, and of a Monophysite collection preserved in Syriac. In Devreesse's opinion, these are not independent witnesses, but are simply other elements in the anti-Theodorian tradition. Richard's studies seem to warrant at least a strong suspicion that this is the case. Hence it seems safer to count these nine texts among those for which no certainly independent parallel has been found.
With these preliminary concessions made, we can now sum up the remaining differences of opinion. In the fifty-five extracts, Devreesse sees a certain parallel in nineteen cases; of these he admits six as substantially identical with the parallel (15, 16, 25, 35, 38, 53); two are textually sound, but have a crippling lack of context (14, 41); eleven show textual corruption (20, 22, 27, 30, 31, 33, 34, 36, 42, 43, 52). Ortiz de Urbina, on the other hand, sees an independent parallel in twenty cases (if one does not count the nine which were mentioned above); of these, no less than thirteen are claimed as genuine (13-17, 25, 33-36, 41, 52, 53); two more have insignificant variants which do not affect the sense (42, 43); and only five (20, 22, 27, 30, 31) are admitted as apparently corrupted. There is still enough contradiction here to warrant further study. The only satisfactory way to handle it seems to be to present the evidence in each case where they have reached a different verdict. At the same time the writer will present his personal evaluation of the evidence, which, let it be said, in general confirms the opinion of Ortiz against that of Devreesse. In brief, this writer proposes: (1) that there are twenty-one capitula for which an authentic parallel can be found; (2) that of these twenty-one fragments, no less than seventeen are shown to be substantially confirmed as to the text, although a serious lack of context must be admitted in several cases; (3) that in three of the other four cases, which show substantial textual variants from the parallel, the grounds for asserting that these differences must be due to a deliberate corruption of the text by the anti-Theodorian compilers are not as unquestionable as might at first seem. Before going into the evidence, we should first mention that, while the text of the extracts is found in the Acts of the Fifth Council 20 and in the Constitutum Vigilii, confusion may result from the fact that the numbering is not uniform in both sources. It is preferable to follow Ortiz in referring to the texts as found in the Constitutum, since this has received a critical edition which is generally available.
21
The first twelve extracts are from Theodore's treatise Contra Apollinarem. There are no independent parallels to any of these texts, and Devreesse dismisses them with the remark that as they are presented, they do not seem to him to correspond to the authentic thought of Theodore. 22 Ortiz comments, quite justly, that this is not a sufficient reason for rejecting their authenticity. 23 One might add the observa- tion that these extracts are all drawn from a polemic, theological treatise. We have no complete text of any comparable work of Theodore. To say that they do not seem to correspond with the thought found in his purely exegetical and catechetical works is not to exclude the possibility that they are genuine. Hence they should rightly be numbered among the texts for which we simply have no independent parallel.
Of Cap. 13, Devreesse says that he has not found it elsewhere. Ortiz, on the other hand, numbers it among those proved authentic by comparison with other certain texts, but he does not indicate where the other text in this case is to be found. The writer must confess that he can shed no light on this question, as he has been able to find no text to substantiate a claim for the authenticity of Cap. 13. The next fragment on which there is a difference of opinion is Cap. 17, a passage from Theodore's Commentary on the Acts, which Ortiz numbers among those proved authentic by other sources. Devreesse seems to dismiss it as though there were no parallel to be found, but in a footnote he refers to another page of his Essai (39, n. 1), where he mentioned the fact that Voste had seen a parallel to this text in a commentary on the Acts by the ninth-century Nestorian exegete Isho'dad of Merw. 24 That Devreesse does not put much faith in the reliability of such a parallel is obvious, both from his previous treatment of Voste's suggestions along this line, 26 and from the objections which he raises on this occasion. But the fact remains that Voste has found, in the writings of an exegete whom he calls "a faithful abbreviator of Theodore of Mopsuestia," 26 a Syriac text which substantially confirms the Latin text of Vigilius. In fact the correspondence is so exact that Voste describes the Syriac as "a translation which corresponds word for word with the Latin text." 27 In view of this striking parallel, there can hardly be any doubt that the passage of Isho'dad and the conciliar extract both represent a genuine text of Theodore. One cannot imagine that the Nestorian exegete, for whom the Mopsuestian was "The Interpreter" par excellence, would have drawn upon ananti-Theodorian florilegium for an isolated passage of his Commentary on the Acts. Devreesse, however, objects that the treatment of I Cor. 10:2 given in the parallel extracts does not correspond to what remains of Theodore's commentary on I Corinthians. So vague a difficulty, which seems to demand a rigid consistency of treatment, and to exclude the possibility of a change of view, is hardly a sufficient reason for rejecting the evidence of two parallel and independent texts. Devreesse's second objection to a confirmation of Cap. 17 is that the Syriac extract omits the last few lines of the Vigilian text. Is not this equivalent to saying that the two extracts simply do not have the same "explicit"-a fact which would tend to confirm their independence from any common florilegium? Ortiz does not say explicitly that the text of Isho'dad discovered by Voste is the authentic parallel on which he bases his certitude of the genuinity of Cap. 17. However, it seems most likely that this is the case. The evidence for genuinity on the basis of "word-for-word" correspondence found in an independent source must be admitted to outweigh the objections offered by Devreesse. At least the major portion of Cap. 17, which is substantiated by the text of Isho'dad, should be admitted as proven to be authentic.
The next Capitulum to be discussed is 20, a passage from Theodore's Commentary on the Psalms. For Devreesse, this is a clear case of deliberate and malicious corruption of an innocent text into flagrant Nestorianism. The anti-Theodorian version, which is also found in Greek, preserved by Leontius, differs in a vital point from an ancient Latin version discovered in an eighth-century manuscript of Bobbio. Devreesse prints the three versions side by side. 28 We here present the part showing the variant reading. On the basis of the ancient Latin version (probably of the fifth century), Devreesse, followed in this point by Fr. Vaccari, 29 considers the sixth-century text of Leontius to be fraudulent. Ortiz also admits that this text has apparently been tampered with, although he does express some misgivings about Devreesse's unquestioning faith in the correctness of the Latin version.
However, Jugie has an observation concerning this case which weakens considerably the assumption that the difference between the two traditions here can only be explained by corruption in the antiTheodorian fragment. Jugie says on this point:
Authenticitatem hujus fragmenti a Leontio Byzantino laudati nulla adest specialis ratio in dubium vocandi. Congruit enim cum multis aliis ejusdem Theodori locis. . . . Verum, nostro judicio, mutatione tenetur non Leontius, sed latinus interpretator, cujus aures catholicae verba Theodori haeresim redolentia tolerare non potuerunt; unde stylo catholico omnia lectori proposuit. 30 Jugie seems to make a solid point. It is well known that ancient translators often did not feel any scruple, but rather thought it laudable, to improve the orthodoxy of a text which seemed to them reprehensible. That this has taken place in the present instance is a possibility which cannot be ignored. Unless one can prove that the unknown fifth-century translator gave a scrupulously faithful translation of the original Greek, it does not seem just to charge malicious falsification on the grounds that Leontius' Greek text differs from the Latin version. In the light of this doubt, we would reduce the verdict of "certainly corrupt" to a moderate "non constat."
Cap. 22 is another case in which Devreesse sees clear proof of corruption. He says of this text: "One will observe that it gives an unfaithful and intentionally misleading citation of a passage which has been preserved in its integrity." 31 the Commentary on the Psalms with which he has compared it. His reason for so assuming seems to be merely that both passages deal with the use of Psalm 15:10 by St. Peter in his Pentecost address (Acts 2:27). As a matter of fact, the Acts of the Fifth Council indicate that Cap. 22 was taken from "the beginning of Theodore's commentary on the twelve prophets/' a phrase which Giinther 34 interprets to mean It will be observed that all three passages begin with an expression which indicates that what follows is an illustration of some general principle. From the context of the two passages from the commentary on the prophets, we see that in each case Theodore has introduced this example to illustrate his theory of "hyperbolic" prophecy. What would be more likely than that in an introduction to the commentary, the author had discussed the principles of his exegesis, and had once again used this example? In any case it must be admitted that Cap. 22 contains nothing that is not proved consonant with Theodore's exegesis of this passage as found in two certainly genuine texts.
Devreesse, however, found a contradiction between Cap. 22 and the passage from the Commentary on the Psalms with which he compared it. 36 If there is a real contradiction there, it is reduced to a contradiction between Theodore writing on the psalms and Theodore writing on the prophets. However, the difference is easily explained by the development of Theodore's theories of prophecy in the interval between the writing of the commentary on the psalms and the writing of that on the prophets. There can be no reflection on the authenticity of Cap. 22. The parallels found in the two Greek texts show beyond doubt that this extract of 553, far from falsifying the thought of Theodore, is a faithful mirror of his more mature exegesis of On the evidence of the Syriac version, Devreesse labels the last phrase of Cap. 27 a an interpolation whose import one sees immediately." Ortiz grants that this text does indicate apparent corruption. But here again some questions may be raised as to the certitude of the conclusion which Devreesse has drawn. He has made several assumptions which bear examining. First, he must assume that the Syriac version is a scrupulously faithful translation of the original Greek text-so exact that a variation from it is positive proof of interpolation in the Vigilian text. Secondly, he must assume that the Latin version of Cap. 27 and the Syriac version were made from the identical edition of Theodore's original commentary. And yet Devreesse himself says, on pp. 302-3 of his Essai, that the variations between the Syriac version and the Greek fragments which he has gathered suggest the hypothesis that there were two editions of the original work. If Devreesse calmly admits divergencies between the Syriac version and the Greek fragments, it hardly seems consistent to charge interpolation in the Latin version which shows a few phrases not found in the Syriac. The third assumption made by Devreesse is that the phrase "sicut ad domesticum dei et amicum" introduces a sinister idea that is foreign to Theodore's true thought. Yet the fragment which preserves the original Greek of the commentary on the immediately preceding verse shows the phrase irepl rov Xpwrov ... cos oUeiunivov napa 7rA^ras 0e<£. 38 It is true that the modern noun "domestic," or "domestique," has a servile connotation. But one should not reproach a sixth-century translator who was intent upon a strictly literal version, for translating the Greek oUeios by "domesticus." Hence, while the phrase "sicut ad domesticum dei et amicum" has no equivalent in the Syriac version, the grounds for describing it as an interpolation introducing a thought foreign to Theodore, are something less than conclusive.
Of Cap. 30, Devreesse simply remarks that Marcel Richard "has sufficiently demonstrated how this text has been deliberately corrupted, cut from its context, truncated by a theologian who knew what he was doing." 39 And here again Ortiz de Urbina agrees that there is evidence of corruption. It is clear that in order to test the certitude of this case we must examine the proofs offered by M. Richard. 40 The facts which he presents are these: Cap. 30 represents a fragment of Theodore's De Incamatione, also preserved in Greek by Leontius (fragment VI). 41 Cap. 30 and Leontius fragment VI have the same explicit The evidence of two independent Syriac versions of this same passage of the De Incamatione shows that whoever excerpted the fragments given by Leontius as VI and VII, left out a passage which came between these two extracts, and would have shed considerable light on the thought of Theodore. This fact seems to justify Richard's first conclusion: that the compiler of these extracts was not above cutting out just the portions which served his purpose, omitting others which would give a more honest presentation of the author's full thought. This would justify the charge that Cap. 30, representing Leontius VI, is "coupe de sa suite,"-not, of course, that the immediate compilers of the capitula should be blamed for it, as they undoubtedly used the extracts as they found them presented by Leontius.
However, another and even more serious charge is made by Richard Richard comments: "If one of these two texts represents the original thought of Theodore, as there is good reason for thinking it does, the other has been intentionally modified by a theologian well aware of what he was doing." 44 But to draw from this premise a certain conclusion that it is the text of Leontius that has been "intentionally modified/' Richard must establish with certainty either that the Syriac text is a faithful version of the original Greek, or that the extract of Leontius is demonstrably corrupted. He offers arguments to prove both of these contentions. We must consider the degree of certitude which his arguments attain.
Richard's main argument for the reliability of cod. 14669 as a witness to the original text of Theodore is the report of the eighthcentury Joseph Hazzaya that a certain "Koumi" translated the De Incamatione into Syriac, at the same time interpolating into it the formula "one hypostasis" in Christ where Theodore had spoken of "two hypostases." Since we do find the term "one hypostasis" in the fragments of cod. 14669, Richard concludes that this must be part of Kouixii's translation. And since this Koumi was a disciple of Theodore's ardent defender, Ibas of Edessa, Richard is confident that he would not have changed anything in the works of Theodore, and hence that the name "Koumi" as translator is sufficient to guarantee the fidelity of the translation. While he accepts the statement of Hazzaya that Koumi did the translation, he finds several historical weaknesses in the charge that Koumi tampered with the work. Hence the complaint is attributed to Joseph's rigid Nestorianism, which found Koumi's translation too close to orthodoxy. Richard further argues that such an interpolation as Hazzaya speaks of would never have succeeded in the region of Edessa, where Theodore was held in high repute. Now all of this gives some probability to the conclusion that cod. 14669 represents a faithful version of the original text of the De Incamatione. But one may be permitted to retain some doubt as to the adequacy of such evidence to produce an absolutely certain conclusion. On the other hand, Richard also presents evidence to show that the text of Leontius is not trustworthy. Despite the statement of Leontius that he procured a copy of the De Incamatione, Richard shows considerable evidence to indicate that Leontius, as well as Cyril of Alexandria before him, found their passages of Theodore's works not in an original text, but in a florilegium of extracts culled by persons unknown, who were probably of the anti-Theodorian faction at Antioch. But Richard's main argument for the unreliability of these texts is that "wherever they can be compared with another branch of the tradition, one finds that the texts of the florilegia present a text that is more or less altered." 45 Now it is unfortunate that Richard appeals, in proof of this statement, to an article of R. Devreesse written in 1930. In this article Msgr. Devreesse had compared five extracts of the anti-Theodorian tradition with what he then believed to be their authentic parallels, and had come to the con-elusion that the extracts had been deliberately falsified. 46 I said unfortunate, because of the five examples there produced by Devreesse, in no less than three cases he had juxtaposed an extract with a passage to which it did not correspond. In reality, comparison with the correct passage tends rather to confirm the text of the extract. Thus, in 1930, Devreesse compared Conciliar fragment 62 with a passage from the Greek Catena Barbari, and found that they did not fully correspond. But Devreesse himself now recognizes that there is also a fragment of the Catena Nicephori which exactly corresponds to the offending section of Cap. 62. Hence, in his Essai, he now correctly juxtaposes the conciliar fragment with both of the Greek fragments, each of which confirms a section of the Latin text. 47 Again, in 1930, Devreesse rejected Vig. Cap. 35 because it did not correspond with a passage preserved by Facundus. The publication of the Catechetical Homilies a few years later provided the proof that Cap. 35 was in fact a passage from the Homilies (as the Council had indicated), and that it was a faithful rendition of the text. Devreesse admits this also in his Essai** Another text preserved by Facundus indicated to Devreesse a proof of falsification in Vig. Cap. 52. But this extract also has a confirmatory parallel in an authentic Greek text. Msgr. Devreesse apparently was not aware of this fact when he wrote his Essai, as he there still juxtaposed Vig. Cap. 52 with a section of Facundus to which it does not correspond. 49 The other two examples of supposed corruption of the anti-Theodorian extracts are the cases of Vig. Cap. 20 and 33-34. We have already discussed the case for corruption in Cap. 20. For the others we can refer to their treatment below, 60 remarking only that Devreesse's objection to Cap. 33 and 34 is rather against the Latin translator than against the underlying Greek text, and hence does not affect the question of the reliability of the texts of Leontius.
This rather long digression has been necessary in order to test the value of the argument offered by M. Richard to prove that in Cap. 30 it was the text of Leontius, rather than that of Koumi, which was unfaithful to the original. For Richard appealed to Devreesse's article of 1930 for proof of his contention that the text of Leontius is not to be trusted, on the grounds that "wherever these texts can be compared with the other traditions they are found to be more or less altered." To this we must reply, "Non constat." It is true that Richard himself presents, as confirmation of Devreesse's thesis, an example of divergence between a text of Cyril of Alexandria and that of the Syriac version. 51 The textual divergence is slight; one must have abundant faith in the literal accuracy of the Syriac translator if one is to charge corruption of the Cyrillian text on such grounds. Richard can with justice point out the arbitrary manner in which the extract has been lifted from its context. This, however, is still a long way from proving the general thesis that comparison with authentic texts shows alteration and corruption in the anti-Theodorian florilegia.
To sum up, therefore: Devreesse considers that Richard has sufficiently demonstrated Vig. Cap. 30 to be deliberately corrupted. Richard bases his charge on divergencies between Cap. 30 and the Syriac text of "Koumi." If this Syriac text could be proved certainly faithful to the original, one must conclude to manipulation in the text of Leontius. Since the proof of this is not absolutely conclusive, Richard adds the argument that other texts of Leontius have been proven corrupted when compared with authentic parallels. His main authority for this statement is an article by Devreesse, which, as we have seen, needs considerable revision. Hence we conclude that while the divergent Syriac text does cast doubt on the anti-Theodorian tradition, still we believe that Richard has not conclusively proved that the text of Leontius is unfaithful to the original Greek text.
With regard to Cap. 33 and 34, Devreesse's complaint is, as we have already remarked, rather against the translator than against the fidelity of the underlying Greek text. These two fragments are taken from the same section of Theodore's Commentary on St. John. While both of them have a parallel in the Syriac version of the commentary, one of them (33) also appears in a Greek fragment which is printed Devreesse sees a deliberate falsification of Theodore's thought here in the use of the term "domesticus/' which, he says, adds "quelque chose de servile que ne comporte pas le grec." Evidently he would prefer that the translator had used the word "familiaris" instead of "domesticus," to translate the Greek OIK€LO)H£VOV. There can be little doubt but that some form of the term oUeloxus would also be found in the original Greek of Cap. 34. Theodore's use of this term to express the notion of the familiarity of the "homo assumptus" with God is well attested not only by the Greek fragment here quoted, but also by another passage of his writings which has been preserved in the original Greek.
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Fr. Ortiz does not see any difficulty in a translation of oiKtuoyLtvos by "domesticus," and he remarks that in any case Vigilius would most likely have quoted the Greek text of Theodore. Hence he numbers Cap. 33 and 34 among the texts which are proven authentic by comparison with certain parallels. One might add the following observations to his remarks. First, it is clear that Devreesse's objections to these capitula apply only to the Latin translation: it is explicitly the "translators of 553" whom he accuses of twisting Theodore's meaning.
Immediately one sees that this alleged falsification could hardly have influenced the decision of the Fathers of the Fifth Council, who were almost exclusively Eastern bishops, and would not have read their extracts of Theodore in a Latin translation. Fr. Ortiz suggests that Vigilius too would have cited the original Greek. About this one may be allowed to retain some doubt. Familiarity with Greek was not too common an accomplishment for Romans of the sixth century. Giinther seems to assume that the parchment volume which Vigilius received from Benignus of Heraclea contained a Latin version of the extracts, rather than the original Greek. 53 If we admit, then, that Vigilius had to judge Theodore by this Latin translation alone, Devreesse would have a point in objecting to a translation that would use "domesticus" where "familiaris" is desired-if it were true that the Latin word "domesticus" had only the meaning of the modern noun "domestic" or "domestique." As a matter of fact, however, standard lexicons show that the word "domesticus" in ancient usage had all the breadth of meaning that was had by its Greek counterpart oUelos. And that Vigilius himself, whom Devreesse supposes to have been deceived by the term, did not in fact read into it any such servile meaning, is clearly proved by his own paraphrase of the capitulum, where he says: "sicut alii sancti homines filii dei dicuntur, homines tamen sunt, sic et Christus per familiaritatem quam ad deum habet, a Nathanahele, cum quo loquebatur, deus sit nominatus" (italics mine). 54 For Vigilius himself, then, "domesticus deo" and "familiaris deo" would seem to be synonymous. This considerably weakens Devreesse's objections to Cap. 33 and 34. Instead of suggesting a sinister motive for the choice of the word "domesticus," one might rather ascribe it to the translator's intention to give a rendition of the Greek which would be as exact and literal as possible. Wherever we can compare this translation with the Greek from which it was drawn, we find that such indeed is the character of the work. Hence we conclude, with Ortiz, that Cap. 33 and 34 are rather confirmed than shown false by their authentic parallels.
The n'en ayant m&ne fait aucun depuis le commencement, parce qu'il convenait que cela aussi fut aussi en lui a titre primordial; mais par la resurrection, c'est completement qu'il recoit la nature immuable.
Comparing the Latin extract with the Syriac text, Devreesse remarks: "...with what care has it not been amputated from its immediate context and modified to the extent of altering it?" Ortiz, on the other hand, replies that a lack of context does not prove a deliberate mutilation, and that, in reading the Syriac text, he does not find the "alterations" of which Msgr. Devreesse speaks. As one who is not familiar with Syriac, the present writer can offer no direct judgment on this latter observation. However, it is clear that Devreesse's charge of "alteration" must be based on the difference between the reading: "inculpabilis per resurrectionem factus est," of the Vigilian extract, and the Syriac parallel, which Devreesse himself translates: "sine peccato fuit per resurrectionem." Now it should be remembered that the Latin extract and the Syriac text are both versions of an original Greek text. The difference between these two translations could be explained on the hypothesis that the Greek showed something like: avaixaprqTos ha rv\v avaaraoiv iyivero. The Greek verb here could be taken to mean either "factus est" or "fuit," depending on the context. As a matter of fact, the context in the present case indicates that the author meant "factus est." For it is clear that in this passage Theodore is expressing his personal doctrine on the sinlessness of Christ. The lines which follow upon the extract (quoted above), show that he taught that while Christ, before the resurrection, was indeed without sin, yet with the resurrection he received an "im-mutability" which seems close to the idea of impeccability. That Theodore actually did hold impeccantia in Christ during his mortal life, and impeccabilitas only after the resurrection, is attested by E. Amann. 66 Hence the phrase "per resurrectionem" seems to lack its full significance unless the verb expressed the notion of "becoming," which would parallel the phrase at the end of the passage: "by the resurrection he received immutability." We conclude from the context, therefore, that the Latin extract is probably more faithful to the original meaning of the text where it reads "factus est" instead of "fuit."
The difference between "inculpabilis" and "sine peccato" might also be explained by an original reading like kvaiiLpT^ros. It is true that we would rather expect "impeccabilis." But we should perhaps not be too quick to judge a sixth-century translator, who in all likelihood had only this short passage before him, out of its context, for choosing the word "inculpabilis." It is, after all, the exact equivalent of apafjL&pTrjTos in its more common meaning. It is only from the context that one could understand the precise sense in which the word was to be taken. And this leads one to the observation that the way in which this extract has been cut from its context does cast suspicion on the intentions of the excerptor. From the following lines it would have been clear that Theodore did at least teach the actual sinlessness of Christ during his lifetime. Without this clarification the words "inculpabilis per resurrectionem factus est" would easily suggest a sinister connotation which they did not originally possess.
Of Cap. 37 Devreesse remarks only that it offers some resemblances with phrases scattered through Homilies VII and VIII; Ortiz numbers it among those for which no parallel is to be found. However, we have found a passage in Homily V, 5, which shows a striking resemblance to the extract of Vigilius. Theodore is speaking of the relations between the Word and the Temple-i.e., the "homo assumptus." The close parallel between the Latin and the literal translation which Tonneau gives of the Syriac text seems to justify the conclusion that we have found the source of Cap. Catechetical Homily VIII } 9 (Tonneau, p. 199, 11. 6-12) Et, afin de nous enseigner pourquoi il supporta d'etre abaisse pour un peu de temps, il dit: En dehors de Dieu, pour tous il gottta la mort, parce que la nature divine voulut ceci: que pour le profit de tous, il goutat la mort. Et, afin d'indiquer que la divinite* est distincte de celui qui patissait dans Pepreuve de la mort,-puisqu'elle ne pouvait pas gouter Pepreuve de la mort,-sans s'eloigner de lui par sa providence, mais etant toute proche, elle op6rait ce qui est necessaire et convient a la nature de celui qu'elle avait assume\ VIII"), but he quotes J. M. Voste to the effect that "the extract is poorly rendered and the last part of it is practically unintelligible.'' Through some oversight, Fr. Ortiz numbers Cap. 38 among extracts for which no parallel text can be found. Devreesse did not give the precise place in Homily VIII to which he referred, but a comparison with a section of Homily VIII, 9, will show that the parallel is indeed quite certain.
With all due reverence to the late Fr. Voste, one must question his assertion: "Ultima verba citati textus Concilii nullum prae se ferunt sensum . . ," 56 Keeping in mind Theodore's exegesis of his peculiar reading of the text of Heb. 2:9 (x<opts0€ou-"citra Deum"), 57 one may rather say that the antithesis which is brought out in the Latin extract: "separata quidem . . . secundum mortis experimentum; non tamen afuerat. . . secundum diligentiam," in fact brings out Theodore's thought even more clearly than the Syriac text, which does not present this antithesis as sharply, at least judging by the translations.
Devreesse links Cap. 42 and 43 together with the rather severe judgment that they are "unfaithful renditions" of their respective passages. Perhaps he has not taken into sufficient account the fact that he is comparing two independent translations of an original Greek text into two languages as widely different as Latin and Syriac. He complains, at any rate, that Cap. 42 "does not correspond word for word with the Syriac." Yet both Voste and Ortiz de Urbina, who also read the Syriac, assert that the verbal differences do not seriously affect the sense. 68 A comparison of the Latin with Tonneau's French translation of the Syriac seems to support this verdict. 59 It will be observed that the Latin tends to support the ms. reading against the proposed emendation; "semel habens iubendi" would be a literal rendition of Sxep lx<» v T <>v icekeveiv. As this phrase occurs almost at the very end of the Greek fragment, the difficulty may well be explained by the loss of the few final words which would be the equivalent of "potestatem propter datoris indulgentiam.
,, We agree, therefore, with Ortiz, who considers Cap. 52 proved authentic on the basis of its "almost complete identity ,, with this Greek fragment. Cap. 53, which was previously confirmed by the Latin of Facundus, is also substantiated by the parallel passage in the Greek.
As this study is already too long, we shall conclude briefly, noting the following points: (1) Not all scholars are convinced by the case for the orthodoxy of Theodore's Christology. Amann's article of 1934 met strong reaction on the part of Jugie and de Vries; several reviewers of Devreesse's Essai (Lebon and Ortiz de Urbina in particular), expressed grave doubts concerning the validity of this thesis. (2) Devreesse's explanation of Theodore's condemnation on the basis of deliberately falsified evidence-his statement that wherever these extracts of 553 can be compared with their authentic parallels they are found to be corrupted-is open to serious question. Ortiz de Urbina insists that the evidence in no way justifies Devreesse's sweeping conclusion. And our own investigation has led us to the following results: (a) Of the 55 extracts under consideration, twenty-one can be compared with independent parallels. (&) Of these twenty-one, no less than seventeen 63 are substantially confirmed by the comparison, although in several cases one must admit a serious lack of context.
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(c) In three of the four cases where substantial textual variants occur, 65 the hypothesis of corruption in the Vigilian extract is by no means the only likely explanation. In only one case does the evidence for corruption seem to prevail. 66 The general effect of this study, then, has been to confirm the doubts which Fr. Ortiz has raised as to the security of the foundation on which the conclusions of Msgr. Devreesse have been laid.
The writer does not mean to suggest that these fifty-five extracts which met with papal and conciliar condemnation present a complete and thoroughly impartial picture of Theodore's Christological doctrine. The purpose of the compilers clearly was to amass evidence of heterodoxy; the fragmentary character of many of the extracts and the often complete lack of context show that they were looking only for what was objectionable. But on the other hand, it is one thing to compile fragmentary evidence, and it is another deliberately and maliciously to interpolate and falsify such texts so as to render them heretical. Msgr. Devreesse believes that this has taken place, and that it can be proved in so many instances that one can no longer rely on the textual fidelity of any of the extracts collected by the enemies of Theodore. This would mean that in studying his Christology, one could not safely use the important fragments of the strictly theological treatises-the De Incamatione and Contra Apollinarem-which have been preserved by Leontius and Cyril.
If, however, the criticism offered by Ortiz de Urbina and the present writer is found to be correct, then it appears that comparison of these anti-Theodorian extracts with their parallels in independent sources has not proved that the compilers dared to falsify the texts. In this case, we conclude that in judging Theodore's Christology, one may not safely ignore the passages of his theological works which Leontius and Cyril have preserved for us. At least until more incontrovertible evidence is found to prove that they have been corrupted, the presumption of innocence should remain in their favor.
